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13 Species Concepts and Natural Goodness

judith K. Crane and Ronald Sandler

1 Introduction

Fdctended a form of netural poodness evaluaton

Philippa oot (20081

it which living things are evaluated by how well fitied they are for flour-

ishing as meribers of their species, in wavs characteristic of their speg
she has argued, Turther, that assessments of moral poodness (virtue and
vice) in humans are, nuatis mutandis, of the <ame evaluative form. (For
similar naturalistic approaches see Hursthouse 1999, Macintyre 1999,
Gieach 1977, and Sandler 2007). 1 this natural goodness approach is (o
provide an adequate explanation af moral evalualion, issues rece to be
addressed at several levels, First, is this form of natural goodiess evaluation
af Hiving things biologicalty and phifosaphically plausible? Second, can the
account be carried over 1o natural goodness evaluations of human beings?
Third, can naturad goodness evaluations ground or otherwise explicate
maral evaluations? This paper primarily conceras the first of these issues,
In particular, since organisnis are (o be evafuated as nenthers of their species,
how does & proper understanding of species atfect the feasibility of natural
goodness evalunations? We detend a pluratist understanding of spocies on
which a normative species concept, such as that employed by Foot, is
viable and can support natural goadness evaluations, However, given the
account of species detended, natural goodness evalimtions and, by exten-
sion, the natural goodness approach, do neot garner justification in virtue
of emplaying a scientificaly privifeged conception of species. The natural
gaodness approach does not depend upan vaturalism alone. 1 s otly
justified given particuts metacthical and normative commitments that are

independent of naturalism,
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2 “Species” in the Natural Goodness Approach

In Natural Goodness, Foot's “constructive task is . . . to describe a particular
type of evaluation and to argue that moral evaluation of human action is
of this logical type” (2001, 3). The particular type of evaluation she identi-
fies, “which is attributable only to living things themselves and to their
parts, characteristics, and operations, is intrinsic or ‘autonomous’ goodness
in that it depends directly on the relation of an individual to the ‘life form’
of its species” (2001, 26-27). ‘Life form’ is a term introduced by Michael
Thompson (1995) and adopted by Foot. It refers to the characteristic features
of the lifecycle of members of a species. The idea of a life form and its central
role in the natural goodness approach are further explicated in section 4.
Crucial to natural goodness evaluations are “Aristotelian categoricals”
(originally discussed in Thompson 1995) of the form ‘Ss are F' (or equiva-
lent), where ‘S’ is a variable for a species and ‘F’ is a variable for a predicate
that provides substantive specification of the life form of individuals of a
: species—for example, rabbits are herbivores or warblers begin moving south in
the autumn. Aristotelian categoricals are not meant to describe statistical
generalities; nor do they describe incidental features of organisms. They
are distinguished from statistical and incidental descriptions by their teleo-
logical character. For Foot, “Aristotelian categoricals give the ‘how’ of what
happens in the life cycle of that species. And all the truths about what this
or that characteristic does, what its purpose or point is, and in suitable
cases its function, must be related to this life cycle. The way an individual
should be is determined by what is needed for development, self-mainte-
nance, and reproduction: in most species involving defense, and in some
the rearing of the young” (2001, 32-33). An Aristotelian categorical “speaks,
directly or indirectly, about the way life functions such as eating and
growing and defending itself come about in a species of a certain confor-
mation, belonging in a certain kind of habitat” (2001, 33).

Aristotelian categoricals provide a standard for individuals of a species,
so that “evaluation of an individual living thing in its own right, with no
reference to our interests or desires, is possible where there is intersection
of two types of propositions: on the one hand, Aristotelian categoricals
(life-form descriptions relating to the species), and on the other, proposi-
tions about particular individuals that are the subject of evaluation” (Foot
2001, 33). The natural goodness form of evaluation therefore depends
upon the viability of Aristotelian categoricals. Implicit in Aristotelian cat-
egoricals is a certain conception of species—one in which conspecifics
share the life form described by the Aristotelian categoricals. One possible
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worry about the natural goodness approach is that what Foot and others
mean by ‘species’ may be importantly different from what biologists typi-
cally mean. We maintain that the natural goodness approach does indeed
use a nonstandard species concept, but we argue that this worry is none-
theless misguided. In the following section, we take a closer look at species
concepts and argue that there can be multiple legitimate species concepts,
which allows that the species concept of the natural goodness approach
may still be viable.

3 The Species Problem and Species Pluralism

There is no uniform definition of ‘species’ in biology, but rather a host of
competing species concepts. This has contributed to a family of issues
known as “the species problem” (see e.g., Stamos 2003). At one level, this
is simply the problem of determining which (if any) of those currently on
offer is the correct species concept. The fact that biologists and philoso-
phers of biology have been unable to resolve this question has given rise
to the further question of whether there is one correct account of species
we should be attempting to articulate (species monismy), or whether we can
accept a plurality of species concepts, each of which is useful in different
contexts (species pluralism). A third and related question is whether species
taxa are real natural categories into which biological organisms are divided
based on their fundamental features. Species realisin accepts this claim, and
thus that species are natural kinds. The conventionalist position denies that
species are natural kinds and suggests instead that species taxa represent
convenient and useful ways to organize the living world into groups, but
do not reflect the fundamental features of living things. The realist intu-
ition that species are natural kinds is a large part of the motivation for
attempting to develop a single species concept that articulates the funda-
mental features of biological organisms which divide them into natural
groups. Whether or not a species concept succeeds in this, it still provides
an account of the species category that spells out what sorts of features
unify a group of organisms into a species and make organisms conspecific.
It will indicate where the boundaries are between distinct species taxa and
generate a classification of organisms. Different species concepts generate
different classifications. Below are some of the most important species
concepts used by biologists.

Biological Species Concept A species is a group of interbreeding natural
populations that is reproductively isolated from other such groups (Mayr
and Ashlock 1991, 26).
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Evolutionary Species Concept A species is a single lineage of ancestral
descendant populations of organisms which maintaing its identity from
other such lineages and which has its own evolutionary tendencies atd
historical fate (Wiley 1078, 18).

Ecalogical Species Coincept A species s a lineage (or 4 closely related set of
lineages) which occupies an adaptive zone (ecological niche) mirimally
different from that of any ather lineage in its range and which evoives
separately from all Hueages outside its range (van Valen 1976, 233).
Phylogenetic Species Concept A species is a group of organisms, includin ga
common ancestor and all of its descendants (a monophyletic group), that
is the smallest diagnosably distinet such group (see Cracraft 1983; Mishler
and Brandon 1987).

Phewetic Species Conreept A species is a group of organisms with a great deal

H

silarity i their intiinsde charmeerisl s bhoth mors

i i

phologicat and genetic characteristics (see Sokal and Crovello 1970).
Morphoiagical Species Concept 4 species is a group ol organisms that differs
morphoiogically from others, that is, in (eruis of nicasurable anatomical
features (see Cronquist 1978; Kitcher 1984; Stamos 2003).

For species monists (Ghiselin 1987: Hull [987; Sober 19843, there can he
atmast one correct species concept, and thus it is an important task of
hiclogical systemalics to resolve the dispute among rival species CONCePLs,
and Lo provide a single account of the species calegory. Monisin is not
committed ta the essentialist claim that there are intrinsic {nonrelational)
features that ali (or even mast)y members of g species share, or that are
essetttial to the organisms that make ap a species. Ghiselin, Hull, and Sober
all reject these forms of essentialism. Monism is committed {0 the view
that the species category ought to be characterized by a single set of tca-
tures shared by all species taxa. 1 is also consistent swith specices monisi
that the single best way to classifv organisms into groups necdn’t classify
them by (heir fundamental features. But it is hard to see what would moti-
vate monism in that case. If no species concept divided organisims into
species based on s set of fundamental features of organisms, it secins
uniportant that we use only one species concepl. Moreover, given the
phurality of species cancepts used by hiologists, it is not obvious how ane
ol them could be the best if not for the reason that it captures something
Bindamental ahout the living world that the others do no.

Species pluralists {(Dupré 1993; Ereshefsky 2001; Kitcher 1984, 1087)
maintain that we can accept a number of different species concepts, which
need not be rivals. Species pluralises are impressed by the fact thai different

species coneepls are used-and are useful—in different confexts, Biolagisis
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with different concerns and different research projects are Categorizing
organisnis in different ways, and referring o different kinds of groups as
“species.” For example, the Biological Species Concept is most useful when
trying to distinguish groups of organisms whose geagraphic ranges overlap.
Where populations do not overlap geographically, we typically need to use
other criteria (perhaps linked to reproductive isolation, e.y., bird songd to
distinguish or Tump together populations of organisms as species, The
Biotogical Species Concept also provides no way to distinguish populations
of asexuaily reproducing organisms into species. Biologists who study such
organisius are not concerned ahout identifying breeding populations, and
50 would adapt a different species concept. Nor is the Biological Species
Cancepl very uselul in paleontology. where we have little information
relating 1o reproductive isolation. Palcontologists are primarily interestod

¢
3t

Hy ot Hsnany sucoession of poputations with changing patterns of

senotypic and phenotypic traits. Thus pateontologists are likely to he
interested in discerning similarity Aroups rather than breeding popula-
tions, and may be talking about morphological rather than biological
species.

In other contexts, biologists may use the Leological or the Evolutionary
Species Concept, both of which would lump together as a single species
populations that o do not exchange genetic material due to geographic
isolation, so long as those populations occupy the same ecological nichic
or maintain the same evolutionary tendencies, respectively. 1, however,
an isofated population becomes subject to different selection pressures,
such that it acquires new evolutionary palterns, i would be considered a
distinet evolutionary species as well s a distinet biological species. Unce
itoccupies a new ecological niche, it hecomes distinct ecological species.
The Phylogenetic Species Coneept splits ol such populations into distinet
species o fang as they are monophyletic groups that are diagnosably dis-
cernible on a variety of different grouwds. Groups that are reproductively
isolated but occupy the same ecological nichie or have the same evelution-
ary tendencies may be considered distinet phylogenetic specivs. I addi-
Hon, once a population branches off and acquires its own evolutionary
tendencies or nccupies a new ccological niche, the Phylogenctic Species
Concept would not recognice the originad population from which it
branched as a distinct species since it does nut inctude all ol its descen-
dants, though other species concepts would recognize such populations as
species.

Species pluralism helps to alleviate the difficulty of competing species
roncepts since i allows us to accept that these species concepts are
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nol necessarily rivals. Pluralists believe there may be alternative ways of
carving the organic workd into pepulations, cach of which generates
groups that play a role in biological theorizing and that deserve to be
called “species.” In addition to helping make sense of the species problem,
pluralism is also naturalistically and metaphysically plausible. The monist
idea that there is a single best way to divide organisms into species secins
inconsistent with biological practice. Mare importantly, a large pact of the
motivation for monism is an adherence to the realist idea that organisms
s according to a single set of fundamental features.

are divided into spec
But this assumption is highly suspect. The fact that there is a variety of
species concepts with different practical applications shows that different
features can generafe uscful and explanatory classifications. There s
na reason to suppose there is a single set of explanatory features that is

“fundamental ”

Suppose, for example, that we consider phylegeny fundameiital, so Uit
evolutionary history is what demarcates populations into groups: every

anism that shares the o v History of a certain population will

helong to the same taxon, {Fhis taxon may be at a higher level than species,
but (his ensures that all the descendants of a population will be included
i its taxon, and thus that all taxa are monophyletic)) But if we take phy-
logeuy to be {undamental in this way, what do we make of the variety of
other features that are used to divide arganisms into groups? Can they be
subsumed under the explanatory ambrella of phylogeny? This is implau-
sible for several reasons. Features other than phylogeny are used to make
finer-grained distinctions between populations than can be done using just
phviogeny. Populations with the same evolutionary histories may be dis-
tinguished into species by ecatogical niche or reproductive isolation, for
example. Phylogeny alone doesn’t explain these differences. Moreover,
Biotagical organisms are as inextricably ecologically situated as they are
phvlogenctically situated, and ceological situatediress is crucial for under-
standing why or:{amsms and populations have the characteristics they
have and behave as they do. Indeed, the ceolagical situatedness of popula-
tions turns out to be important for understanding phylogeny, since mwi-
ronmental changes are crucial in explaining evolutionary history. So it
not the case that phylogeny is more explanatorily fundamental than eco-
togical factors, Yet phylogeny does capture something important ahout Hfc,
which is why the hylogenetic Species Concept is a powerful and influen-
tial species concept.

Perhaps those features that give us finer-grained species divisions

are more explanatorily fundamental, since they can explain hiclogical
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divisions that courser-grained species concepts cannot. But things are not
this simple. Different species concepts do not straightforwardly differ in
~prained distinclions among species,

terms of making finer- and course
They cross-classify organisms into different kinds of groups. The general
point is that species have cormmaon phylogenies, common ecological
niches, common genetic features, are members of common reproductive
communities, and so forth. These are all important explanatory features,
vet they appear to resist reduction into a single set of fundamental features,
The fact that they generate classifications of different kinds of groups, clas-
sifications which are incompatible with one another because they cross-
classity organisms, suggests that this is not merely a result of our failure
single species concept

to understand the causal structure of the world

identifies the fundamental causal structure of the biological world because
there is no single set of fundamental fratures,

pluratisin is the wore plausible view, by

for these SOS, spedies

accepling species pluralism, it is possible to make room for spedies concepts
that serve @ variely of explanatory projects—perhaps cven those of efhics,
fHowever, na plurzmsx stiould accept that all species concepts are equaltly
scientihe realism in Javor

tegitimate. To do so would be to reject a minimal
of full-blown relativisin, Biological reality must place some constraints on
what counts as a legitimate species concept. Qtherwise species divisions
would not need to correspond o anything real and any species concept
would be as good as another: we would have to accept “the suggestions of
the inexpert, the inane, and the insane” (Kitcher 1987, 1901, But what
makes one species concept fegitimate and another not?

Pluralists have offered a variety of approaches to this question, which
are surv 2001, 158162
a species must be related to cach other by “Diologically imeresting rela-
tions” (1984, 309 There are a varicty of such relations, and various bio-

For Kitcher, the organisms of

cd by Lreshefsky (2

togical theories and rescarch arvas focus on ditferent ones: {o know which
species concepts are legitimate, we [ook 1o the experts in biology. Those
species concepts in current use in accepted biofogical fields are considered
the lepitimuate ones. Ereshefsky tooks to the aims of binlogival taxonomy,
and itdentibies legitimate species concepts as those that promote those
aims. He rejects certain species concepis (e, the Phenetic Specie

Concept) on the grounsds that they do not adequately promote the aims
of biological taxonomy. Bath Kitcher and Ereshetsky see the aiins and
projects of binlogists as priviteging certain species concepts over others;
Freshelsky privileges an even narrower set of biological projects than does
Kitcher, But an adequate species pluratism should do more than appeal o
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expert biologists as the arbiters of legitimate species concepts. It should
explain why some species concepts are legitimate while others should be
rejected. Below, we attempt to provide a set of necessary conditions for
carving the living world into groups that sule out “inexpert, inane, and
insane” ways of doing so; but ruling out such species concepts as illegiti-
mate does not require that we privilege a narrow set of biological aims
and purposes. These conditions rule out certain species concepts that
intuitively ought to be rejected. In the absence of arguments for further
necessary conditions, we will regard a species concept that satisfies these
conditions as legitimate.

1. A legitimate species conoept needs to classify organisms into groups
of a certain kind, since the point of a species concept just is o divide and
organize organisms. This is something that all species concepts are intended
to accomplish. 11 there are no groups of the Rind that a species concept
recognizes, the concept fatls, For a species concept 16 be fegitimate there
must exist groups of arganisms that correspond to the names of the taxa

senerated by the s concept. Suchogroups must have discernible

bBoundaries. ! } FHINVC SPeCies concepis
can differ with respect to whether to count certain groups as species, but
as fong as those groups exist, the different species concepts might all be
legitimate. For example, syngamricons {(or piditispecies) consist of popuations
with distinct ecological roles, but which frequently interbreed and produce
fertife offspring (Ereshefsky 2001, -1 1; van Valen 1976.) On the Biological
Species Concept, the whole population would be considered a species,
while on the Feological Species Concept, the smaller populations, rather
than the whole group, would be considered species. There is no question
aboutr whethier the groups exist, only about whether they constitute species.
On the other hand, assuming one version of creationism is false, a species
concept that defined a species as a gronp of organisms, inclnding an initial
petir crecated by God and all of its descendants, would not micet this criterion.
Nothing corresponds o a species name that alleges to pick out a group of
that kind.

2. Alegitimate species concepl must distinguish organisms into taxa by
features that are biological properties of arganisms or of groups of organ-
ivrms. A biological property is a property that only a biological entity (either
an organism or a group of arganisms) can have. Only hiological organisms
can have morphological and genetic features with respect to which we can
sort them into groups. nterbreeding refations and reproductive isolation
are biological properties of populations of organisms, as are evolutionary
histaries. Weight s not a biclogical property. I a species concept split
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organisms into species A, weighing 50 pounds or more, and species B,
weighing fess tha 50 pounds, it would not satisty this condition tthougly
it satisfies the first). Fven a property like citizenship is not biological as‘it
is not necessary that a citizen of a certain country be a biological entity:
in principle, a synthetic robot could attain citizenship. Thus i we were 1o
sort certain organisms into groups by their country of citizenship, those
groups would not be biological taxa, and any species concept that gener-
ated such a classification would not be legitimate.

These initial conditions are nmeant to guarantee that (he names of par-
ticular species taxa that fall under a species concept refer to groups of
arganising that are characterized biclogically. Any species concept that
generates taxa the namues of which either do not refer at all, or refer ta
groups that are not biological groups, is not a legitimate species concept.
iy important that the groups are biological i the sense that they are
distinguished by biotogical properties. But it is not required that the species

concept itsell be one used in some fist of accepted biological fields, or mare

SRR

narrawly, used by biofogical taxonomists. What shouldd be
the species concept s some exphinatory luncton, Suppose, {or exampie,
that a species concept divides organisms into those with eyes and those
withoul eyes: the two groups exist, and having eves is a biological property,
The difficulty is that eyes have evolved independently more than forty
times (Mayr 1982, 611), so the possession of eves appears to have very
Himited explanatory refevance. 1t provides ne indication of cvolutionary
refationships, reproductive relationships, or ccolagical situatedness, and
very little grounds for making predictions or inferences to other binlogical
propertics. In order to rule out such explanatorily weak species concepts,
we suggest a third condition:

A0 A legitimate species concept must be explanatorily useful. 1 must
help make sense of the world in terms of nrpanizing i, understanding it
making predictions, and so on. The features that divide ogranisms into
species are related to phenomena we wish to explain i such a way as to
contribute to an explanation of those phenomena. We wish ta explain how
species maintain genetic and morphological stability across many goenera-
tions: interbreeding relations and environmental pressures both contribute
to an explanation of such stabitity. We wish to understand and arganize
evolutionary history: dividing organisms into monophyletic groups helps
to accomplish that. The explanatory usefulness of a species concept need
not be restricted to the aims of biologists, however, in this respect, our
version of species pluralisrn is more permissive than either Kitcher's or

Ereshefsky’s. The groups of organisms picked out by a species concept, aiud
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the features used (o ditfferentiate species, must serve to explain something
in need of explanation and must organize the world in theoretically uselul
wavs. The organic world plays a large role, and may serve as an explanatory
basis, in a variety of phenomena. But there is no reason why classifications
of organisms should be restricted to those that contribute to generating
biological knowledge. In particular, the natural goodness approach looks
ta the living world for explanations of evafuetion. including normative
evaluations of human hehavior How such evaluations are possible is in
need of explanation, so il a species concept can aid in this—that is, if it
helps to explain and enable a form of evaluation that, when properly
employed, justifies particutar normative evaluations—it would satisfy the
third condition.

These three conditions leave mom for multiple species concepts that
divide the world into different Biological groups according o different

Heve it is necessary that a species

biological properties. We do naot
concent “carve nature al its jointe” The intuitive idea behind this meta-
nhior s that there s a single set of fundamental Teatores that tracks vatural

ab vategoties, su Hiat species are natural in

A principle motiva

tion {or our version of species pluralism is that iU imakes little sense to pick
out one of the sorts of features that systematists use to classify organisms
as distinctfy fundamental. Different species concepts identify different
biologicatly significant [eatures to classify organisms, and their significance
is not reducible © or derivative from one type of feature. As a result, no
single species concept isolates the “fundamental” properties of the living
world. I no species concept does this, there is fittle motivation 1 adopi a
motnist approach to species, and little reasorn to think of species as natural
Kinds. I we wish 1o speak of nature’s “joints” we should say there is no
single set of biological joints in nature, but rather many, which cross-cut
the beast. (The “joint” metaphor begins to breaks down here, The organic
world can be carved along a variety of dimensions, so long as we carve it
~we might say, so long as we wind up with cuts of

into biclogical groups
meat of some sort or other)

A finad consideration regarding the fegitimacy of species concepts con-
cerng the relevance ol the species rank. Biologists who {rame species con-
cepts are often concerned with the question of which groups deseeve to
be mnked st the level of ‘species’ proper, as opposed (o higher or lower
faxonomic categories. The Biological Species Concept is particularly strong
at identifving groups at the species rank (at least for sexually reproducing
organisms), since it identifies reproductively isolated populations as being
of special tmportance. For the Phylogenetic Species Conecept, however,
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rank is less important: “species” are the groups at the tips of the branches
of the phylogenetic tree. One can make divisions at the tips of the branches
as fine as one likes, many of wiiich are of little theoretical importance. (In
fact, swhich groups are af the tips of the branches is transitory; over time,
many of them will be displaced by their descendant populations.) The
conditions for the legitimacy of species concepts outlined above do not
include that a species concept picks out groups that qualify as occupying
a special taxonomic rank, which alane deserves the name ‘species’. The
groups need only be real, biological groups of a certain kind, such that
identitying groups of this kind is explanatorily useful.

4 Natural Goodness in Nornhuman Organisms
Fool adopts Thompson’s (1998) notion of “species” or “lite form™ in

grounding the natural goodness approach. Although it clearly has s hasis

in biclogy, Thompson does not sec his species concept as one that is neces-

te,which s why he prefors to speak of “fife forms.”

sarily used hy biolaois

NVhat exactly is the species concept that Fool and Thompson are using,
andd is it a legitimate species concept? Neither Foot nor Thompson ade-
quately answers these questions. They find the legitimacy of their species
concept in the fact that it is used in ordinary language, “natural history”
descriptions of living things—the sort expressed in television nature pro-
grams and by naturalists more generally, We spell out below what we
believe to be the species concept implicit in the natural goodness approach,
demonstrate its role in gencrating evaluations of organisms, and show thalt
itis a legititnate species concept, even if not one used by most biologists.
Sintce this species concept helps to explain (and enable) a formn of evalua-
tion that generates normative evaluations of organisms, we call it the

Axiological Species Concepl.

4.1 The Axiological Species Concept

The idea of a life fornis central to the Axiological Species Concept. Thomp-
sat appears toouse Hife form interchanygeably with species’; as Foot uses
Tife formy’, it refers to a feature shared by members of a species. Our usage
of “life form* more closely olows Foots. We take a life fornmn to be consti-
tuted by the set of Aristotellan categoricals that specify what characteristi-
cally happensin the lifecycle of members ol a given species. Foot’s examples
of Aristotelian categoricals include rabbits are herbivores, cats have four legs,
the devr is an animal whase form of defense is flight, and the peacack has da

hrightly cotored taif.
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Fool and Thompson emphasize that Aristotelian categoricals are not
meant to be universally quantified, since taken in that way most of them
are clearly false. For Foot, the Aristotelian categoricals that constitute a life
form are teleological, for only such categoricals will vield evaluations. The
blue tif has a sornd bine patch os its wad will not yield evaluations about
individual blue tits, because, as far as we know, “the colour of the head
plays no part in the life of the blue tt” (2001, 30y, hence there is nothing
defective about a blue tit withouwt said blue patch. In an Aristotelian
categorical, there is an “expectation of an answer to the question “What
ss S?77 (2001, 32).

part does it play in the life cycle of things of the spec
Aristotelian  categoricals purport to describe the characteristics  that”
members of a species have in order to, for example, maintain themselves
and reproduce in their distinctive way ti.e., the way described by the Aris-
totelian categoricals). The teleological character of the Aristotelian categor-

nat merely deseriptions of what is statistically

feals also ensuees that they
normal; they do not “come trom the counting of heads” (2001, 31). Even
i w ominerity of species members reaches maturity and acquires many of

in many of the behaviors deseribed (consider eg,

b

tho jeatures or ceniga
sea turties), the Aristotelian categorical is still thought to be true.
Given the nature and role of Aristotelian categoricals in natural good-

ness evaluations, we suggest the following species concept is operating in
the natural goodness approach:

Axiological Specics Concept An axiospecies (or axiogrouping) is a biologi-
catly related group of organisms that shares a life form, as described by a
set of Aristotelian categoricals.

“Biologically related group of organisms” indicates that the gmupirg
criteria for this species concepl are biclogical. Grouping criteria separate
erganisms into groups, draw boundaries between groups, and determine
whether an arganisim belongs to a particular greup (Mishler and Brandon
1987, In this case, members of a group must be related by interbreeding
relations, parent-offspring relations, sharing the same ecological niche,
monophyly, or any set of biological leatures that groups organisms together
as a bielogical unit. The Axiotogicat Species Concept is not speciiic with
respect to which biclogical features may be used (o identily the boundaries
ol an axinspecies. 1t requires only that the features be recognizable by
biologists as delineating biologically significant groups. This capfures the
sense in which the notion of ‘specics” used by the natural goodness
approach is grounded in biology. The natural goodness approachy attenipts

to ground an account of evaluation in hiologically significant groups.
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Grauping criferia are necessary but insufficient conditions for a group
of organisms to constituie a species. Grouping criteria are distinguished
from ranking criteria (Mishier and Brandon 1987, which determine whiich
groups may be ranked as groaps of the right sort. The ranking criteria for
the Axiological Species Concept determine which groups of organisms
identified by the biological grouping criteria qualify as axiﬂspcc{es, and
which are merely biologically significant groups. The sharing of a life form
is the ranking criterion in the sense that only those biologically related
groups of organisms that share a life form, as expressed by a set of Aristo-

telian categoricals, count as axiospecies. In order for a biological group to
share a life form, the members of the group must share certain goods or
ends, such as self-maintenance, reproduction, and sociability, which are
realized in characteristic forms and achieved by characteristic means. (It is

easy tor slip here into talking ahout goods for a species, but netther we nor

Foot befieve it is plaasible thar o species as o whole bas a good. The soods
we are referring (o should be understood as goods tor the members of a

species {Sandler and Crane 200610 1 it is characteristic of the members of

a bictogically related group o sirive toward a state/activine G, such as selt-
matntenance or reproduction, then G counts as a good for the members
of the group. “Striving” means expending cuergy toward, varying behavior
in manners required to achieve, and so forth. It consists of displaying
forms, processes, and behaviors, under certain conditions, which are con-
ducive to achieving G. In sayving that certain strivings are characleristic of
members of a group, we do mean to be saying that the large majority of
menmbers of the group strive toward G, and i charactenistic wavs—though
these may (and often willy be indexed to sex, lite-stage, or environment,
for example. Fool is quite right that the Aristotelian categoricals do nat
depend on the “counting of heads” i that we do not count how many
the

species members achieve their ends. But we do count the strivings-
forms, processes, and behaviors—to determine the ends of the members
ot the group, and how thev are characterdstically pursued and (when
accomplished) attained.

As we anderstand the Axiological Species Concept, the fife form of a
species is shared by aff organisius belonging to the group, as determined
by the biological grouping criteria, even though the particalar Aristotelian
categoricals are not true of all members of the group. Some members may
fail o achieving rhe ends, o {ail to exhibit the characteristic forms, pro-
cesses, arud behaviors by which group members typically strive toward the
ends—but they all share the same ends, and heoce have a common life
form. 1t is because the Life form applies to all members of the group (hat
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we can identify an organism as a member of o group (by the appropriate
hiological criteria) and then evaluate it in terms of the Hife fonm of that
Qronr.

In our discussion of species concepts it section 3, we noted that it is
not a necessary condition for legitimacy that a species concept identify
groups that occupy a special taxonomic rank, one that alone deserves to
he catted “species.” Some species concepts do aim to do this, but the species
rank has no special status for the Phylogenctic Species Concept, for
example. An interesting feature of the Axiological Species Concept is that
the species rank, as typically understood in biological systematics, is nol
privileged as the only level at which organisms may be cvaluated. The
Axiofogical Species Concept does aim to identify biological groups ol a
special sort, and uses life form as a ranking criterion 1o identify them. A
biological group that satisfies that ranking criterion will generate cvaltua-
tion standayds, and i is groups that generate evaluation standards that the
Axiclogical Species Concepl aims to idenlily. Biclogical groups with dis-
cernifde Hie forms will not all be at the species fevel, as typically understood
i1 biotogical systematics. There are Aristotelian categoricals about placental
mammals, to the effect that placental mammals have a characreristic way
of reproducing, and about mammals generally, that they have a four-
chambiered heart. To make this pobnt clear, it will be useful to refer to the
biclogical groups that generate evaluation standards as “axiogroupings”
rather thao “axiospecies.” tn fact, none of Foot's examples are at the species
Jevel—deer, rabbits, and cats are all at higher taxonomic levels. Axiogroup-
ings will also be at lower taxonomic levels. Foot is explicit that “the Aris-
totelian categoricals must take account of subspecies adapted to {ocal
conditions” (2001, 29). Foot’s peacock example is particularly interesting.
Peacacks do nor constitute a species incstandard taxonomics, partly because
there are several species of peafowl. (I'catow! do not constitute a genus,
cither, but & group consisting of two genera, Pavo and Afropavo.) Bat the
Aristotelian categorical is about just the males of this group, the peacocks,
and their brightly colored tails. What makes peacocks an axiogrouping is
that that they comprise a biologically related group of orgauisims (not
retated by interhreeding relations or monophyly, but by morphology or
cecupying a simitac ecological niche, perhaps) which have a discernible
way of achicving their ends—particularly that of mating with peahens.
Individuals may be evaluated in virtue of betonging to such an axiogroup-
ing, and evaluations can be generated from any of the axiogroupings (o
which an arganism belongs. (The natural goodness approach therefore
acconnmodates Copp and Sebel’s (2004) point that there 1S no reason (o
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focus on the particular “species” to which an organism belongs, rather
than the other kinds to which it belongs, when determining evaluation

standards.)

4.2 Evaluations of Organisms

The Axiological Species Concept generates evaluations of organisms
because the Aristotelian categoricals that constitute life {orms vield norms
for individual members of an axiogrouping, While the Aristotelian cate-
goricals are not themselves universally quantified, they apply to all
members of the group in the sense that all members of the group have a
common life form, including common goads. 1tis the fact thar all members
of a group F have a set of common goods that allows the derivation from
the Aristotelian Categoricals to universally quantified norms stating that
alt members of group Foare supposed (o have characteristic €L The norms
are true of all members of the graup, i the seose that they are a basis on
which any member of the group may be evaluated. Given the norm that
all warblers are supposed o begin mjoving sordiv i the anlienn and given that
a particudar bird is a warbler (based on the biological criteria), we are ina
position to evaluate that particular bird with respect {o its migratory
behavior.

A crucial part of the derivation of the norms from the Aristotelian cat-
eporicals is the attibution of the life form, including a set of goods/ends
G, to all members of the group. How is the extension ol the life form 1o
those that do not displav its characteristics justified? The Axiological
Specics Concept is hounded by biological criteria. The shared life forms
appiy to all members, as determined by the biological eriteria. This sort of
extension is not unusual. Under the Biological Species Concept, infertile
arganisms are considered members of a breeding community, and thus
members of their parents” species, though they dao not interbreed with
other members. Under the ecological species contcept, individuals (even
populations) born and raised in captivity, which live under quite different
ecological conditions and {ifl quite different ecological niches from their
wild counterparts, are nevertheless considered conspecific with them. St
tarly, under the Axiological Species Concept, organisms are conspecific if
they are members of a bhiolagical group with a characteristic life form, even
it one of them does not {ully exhibit that life form.,

The Aristotelian categoricals and the norms derived from them are not
intended to be statistical generalities, and it should be clear (hat they are
not. Even in cases in which a minority of species members displays the

attribute, such porms may be generated. Only & simall minority of sea turtle
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hatehiings successtully make it alive to the open ocean once hatched.
Nonetheless, this is what they are supposed 1o do, and arriving at the ocean
counts as o good lor all of them, as can be seen by the fact that this is what
the large raajority of them atternpt to do. The normis are not descriptions
af what would be beneficial (o individual organisms, either. The behavior
of worker bees is often not in the interest of individual worker bees, but
stifl falls under the vorm of what such bees should do. Consider too, tigers
living in brig cat sanctuaries. Many of these animals have never lived in
the wild and could not survive in their natural habitat, While certain
natural behaviors may be of no benefit to these individual tigers in their
current enviromment, which containg neither prey nor predator, such tigers
are still subject to the evaluative claims that they are not functioning as
they should They are defective tigers, which is why they have been placed
in such sanctuaries.

Asrimportant feature of the Axiclogicat Species Conceptis that it rehies
on hiological criteria for an organism’s befonging to an axiogrouping, and
generates distinet criteria tor evaluation of an organism based an the life
form of its axiogrouping. The criteria for being an # are distinct from the
crituria Tor being a good . 1f the membership criteria and the evaluative
criteria were not distinet, there could bie no evaluative discrimination
among members of an axiogrouping. Only an organismt previously deter-

niined to he an F can be evaluated as a good or a defective

4.3 The Legitimacy of the Axiological Species Concept

The Axiological Species Concept is not on the standard list of species
concepts used by biologists. While it does defer to standard hiological
ways of grouping organisms in Hs grouping criteria, it also contains a
distinct ranking criterion, one that is cxplicitly teteological and is meant
to identity those biolegical groups that generale evaluation standards for
their maembers. Given the tefeological component and the focus on evaiu-
ation, the Axiological Species Concept is not likely to be useful for most
purpases for which biologists need a species concept. Since the natural
goadness approach is thinking of “species” rather differently than biolo-
gists do, it seems that it could not get off the ground were species monisin
to be trues the Axiological Species Concept is not a plausible candidate
for the single best way to classify biclogical organisms. Fortunately, as we
have argued, specics pluralism is the more plausible position. Provided
the Axiological Species Concept satisfies the necessary conditions for
fegitimacy, It can reasonably he accepted along with other species

concepts.
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I order for a group to constitute an axiogrouping it must be a biclogical
group. That is, it must be a group of organisms related by biological fea-
tures, recoguizable by biologists as a biologically significant unit. This is
sufficient to satisfy the second condition that e taxa recognized by a
species concept be biological groups. In order (o satisly the first condition,
it must be the case that there exist biological groups of Lhe kind described
by the Axiological Species Concept. There must be biological groups wilh
shared life forms expressible by Aristotetian categoricals that describe the
ways in which organisms within the group characteristically achieve
certain goods/ends. In picking out binlogical groups with shared goods/
ends, the Axiological Species Concept aims to carve nature at its teteodogical
jolrits. 1t looks for characteristic forms, processes, and behaviors that are
conducive to characteristic realizations of ends like self-maintenance and
reproduction, and identifics as axiogroupings those biotogical yroups with
such comman ends and characteristic ways of attatning theo,

It there are teleological features in nature —for instance, the noads and
endds implicit in Aristotelian categoricals—then the axiological Species
Corcent ainis to use them to pick out groups of organisms that are subject
to normative evaluation. If there is no teleology in nature, then the Axi-
ological Species Concept fails. One reason for thinking therc are such goods
and ends is that we can observe organisms striving {o attain them. Living
organisms display certain forms, processes, and behaviors that involve
expending energy and altering behavior in characteristic ways toward the
attainment ol ends. We do not observe such strivings in non-living natural
phienomena. As these forms, processes, and behaviors are characteristic of
certain biological groups, there are groups of organisms (hat correspond
to the names of axiogroupings, including the peacocks, the cats, and the
placental mamimalts,

The explanatory power of the Axiological Specics Concepl is shown by
the fact that it is used to explicate how organistus are (and can be) evalu-
ated as being good ar defective members of their kind—that is, it explains
the form of evaluation. (It does not itself justity any particudar normative
evaluations of individuals. Such evaluations arce pencrated or justified
when the form is employed to evaluate particular individuals as members
of the axiogroupings to which they belong.) This is sutficient to meet the
third condition. A skeptic may doubt that there is anything here (0 be
explained. Perhaps the claim that warblers are supposed 1o begin maoving
south in the andting is reducible to a non-normative claim, or perhaps it
is not really o coherent statement. We have argued that these norms are
reducible neither 1o statistical generalities nor 1o descriptions of what
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would be beneficial to individual organisms. I the skeptic is lelt maintain-
ing that these norms are simply not coherent, the defender ol Axiological
Species Concept has a clear advantage. Such claims certainly appear to be
coherent: we make them all the fime, and have no trouble discerning their
content. The Axiclogical Species Concept, and the teleological features it
erriploys, explain what makes such norms possible, and in a naturalistic
way. [n addition, there is much more at stake than normative judgments
about nonhuman biological organisms. Moral phitosophers have struggled
to make sense of moral facts. If one category of moral evaluation—evalu-
ations of human character—is a variety of natural goodness evaluation,
then the Axiological Species Concept has an explanatory role in the area
of ethics.

I spelling out the Axiojogical Species Cancept implicit in the natural
goodness approach, we have shown that the approach is naturalistically
arid phifesophicatly coberent and plausible. We have not shown that the
natural goodness approach is the only possible approach to generating
normative clabms regarding individual organisms. (For an alternative
i the

itols suner

Past 2006 Noy have we

. R00 B
altertatives, sucht as an interest-based approach, But that the natural good-
ness approach is biclogically and philosophically tenable implies that il

needs to be considered alongside other paossible approaches.

5 Transitions: From Nonhumans to Humans and From Health to

Morality

The natural goodness approach is not undermiined in virtue of emiploying
the Axiofopical Species Concept, even if this is not a species concept Lypi-
cally used by biologists. This is not to claim that the Axiological Species
Concept can do all the work the natural goodness approach aspires (o
accomplish. In addition. it must be established that the biological group
Hotnio sapiens (or something very close to it} is an axiogrouping—thal is,
has a life form describable by Aristotetian categoricals which enables
natural goodness evaluation of individuals of the group. Further, it must
e established that this form of evaluation can be a significant part of the
basis for moral evaluations. A full defense of the natural goodness approach
is beyond the scope of this paper, but we ofier the following sketch of how
these challenges might be met.

ft is clear that there is a biological group Homa sapieis, one that
is clelineated (at least) by genetic and phylogenetic criteria. Aristotelian

categoricals will be as appropriate 16 this biological group witlt respect
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to physiology or biological functioning (including the physiological com.
p(“mc‘,ms of cognitive and psychological functioningy as they are to grou s
of nonhumans-——{or instance, fnan beings have clolting factors in their
blood. This enables natural gooduess evaluations of human beings with
respect (0 health: a human being whose blood lacks the proteins nevcexs;\rv
far blood coagulation is a poor specimen (in that respect) of its species, h:;
the same sense that a rhododendron that never lowers is a poor specimen
{in that respect) of its species.

But there are complications in the transition of natural goodness evalu-
ations from nonlunmans to humans. The aspects of human individuals
which are relevant to promotion of goods for individuals of the species
(e.g., self-maintenance and reproduction) are not limited to bare biol logical
functioning, bat include as wel] desires, emotions, and actions (from
reason and (rom inclination)y (lursthouse 1999). Moreover, the £00ds

constitutive ot human Hourishing are more divernse than those of thodo-

Arrgy e . - . . : H
dendrons, or even porpoises. They include survival, self-maintenance
x’«:‘[.:mdm.‘ii()n, and sociability—but also avtonomy and knowledge, o

N ey 703 i :
carnple dlor 20073 In addition, the ways mowhich the goods are real-

ized {and pmsv(d by human beings are not nearly so circuunseribed by
our biology as they are with other species. Our biology constrains us o
some extent—ior instance, human infants cannot survive on their own
and we all require some interpersonal relationships. But uman social
systems and approaches 1o raising children have varied widely over time,
amonyg cultures, and between individuals, and they continue to change
and develop. Human beings have the capacity to imagine a way of going
about or vealizing something, judge it as good, devise ways (0 attempt to
accomplish it, and, # it works, pass it on o others (actively or passively)
{Foot 2001, Sandler 2007). Therelore, alihough human beings do not have
a characteristic way of smﬁmng poods in the same sense as do ather species,
we do characteristically go about the world in a ratiosal way. As Hursthouse
explains, “A ‘rational way’ is any way that we can rightly see as good, as
something we have reason to do” (1999, 222). These {and other) (7(.;1!1[;li(‘21~
tions require the “nudalis matandis” qualification when transitioning
natural goodness evatuations from nonhumans to humans; however, they
are not alterations (o the form of evaluation. Individual humans are <till
to be evatuated on how conducive their parts, processes, and behaviors are
to realizing the ends appropriate to their life form. This is true even as, for
the reasons above, what constitutes bath these ends and the characteristic
pursuit of them is not solely determined by biological facts about Home
sapiens, but rather as well by the rationality, culture, and techinology which
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our biclogy enables, yet which shape and provide novel possibilities for
our fife form.

The transition from evaluations of health (i.e., biological functioning)
to moral evaluations is also complicated. A person who has hemophilia is
not a moralty poor specimen in virtue of that condition. Moral evaluations
(i.e., evaluations of virtue and vice) involve evaluating those aspects of
human beings that remain after the bare biological parts and processes are
separated out-—mamely, their emotions, desires, and actions (from both
reason and inclination}. But even this does not fully accomplish the transi-
tion. What is additionally required is provided by the “rational way”
human beings characteristically pursue and realize the appropriate goods.
(Again, characteristic features need not be exhibited by all members of the
biological group. That Homao sapiens characteristically goes about the world
in a rational way does not imply that niearly all people act rationally nearly
ail of the tme That there is g varicly of character taits that a human
heing might have and that our characteristic way of going about the world

is rational provides the basis for evatuating character traits in light of their

canduciveness to promoting endorsable frightlyv-seen-as-good) realizatic
of the goods of the hnnnan life form (Hursthouse 1999: sandler 2007). This
is maoral evatuation—or very close to it

These several ransitions place considerable weight on how our rational-
ity modities the approach from nonmoral evaluation of nonhuman organ-
isms to moral evaluation of humans. Given the relationship Detweer
rationality and morality, it could not be otherwise. However, it does raise
the question ol how much work the natural goodness approach is ulti-
mately doing once the transition is complete, and whether in the process
of transition all the heavy normative work is ceded to an independent
account of rationality (Thompson 2008). To be sure, the natural goodness
approach applicd to human character evaluations {as briefly sketched
above) is not as tighty tied to biology as is normative evaluation of non-
human organisms. Bvaluations of human character traits are not merely
biological apprajsals. The ends constitutive of human good are not fixed
by the biolagical facts about us. Human virtue is not reducible to good
biclogical functioning. Nevertheless, signiticant aspects of the natural
goadness approach remain. These include the form of evaluation (i.e., that
aspects of the organism are evalualed according (o their conduciveness to
promoting certain ends), as well as that the biological facts about us sig-
nificantly (albeit not exclusively) inform the content of the ends (.c.,
human flourishing) and what constitutes endorsable forms of pursuit and
realization of those ends. Moreover, that this account does not reduce
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evatuation of characeer traits to evaluations of binlogical function helps it
avoid some common chjections (o naturalistic accounts of virtue: that
there are frequently situations in which being an imperfect (’)imogica]
specimen of Home sapicns is not detrimental, or may even be conducive,
to a person living well; that people often have worthwhile goals other than,
or even inimical to, their biological Hourishing: and that naturalistic
accounts must countenance (or even require) us to act aggressively, venge-
fully or xenophobically, for example, il humans characteristically have
impulses to act in these ways (Sandler 2007, 2008).

It is hoped that the foregoing sketch of a path forward motivates the
sense that the natural goodness approach can be successfully transitioned
from nonmorat evaluations of nouhuman organisms to moral evaluations
of humans. I it can, then the Axiological Species Concept has an explana-
tory role in how a fornn of moral evaluation of haman heings-—that is,

Character evaluations——is possible.
& Conclusion

In order for the natural goodness approach o explain how fiving things
are evaluated as having intrinsic goodness, it must employ a normative
conception of species, which we have arliculated as the Axiological Species
Concept. Given the plausibility of species pluralism, the use of such a
species concept is not objectionable. That the Axiclogical Species Concept
Iv i fact a degitimate species concept is shown in part by the fact that it
picks aut real groups of organisms that are characterized biologically and
that share a common tife form. Further, the Axiological Species Concept
provides aw explanatorily powerful way of dividing the living world into
groups, by focusing an s teleological features. We have shown that the
Axiotogical Species Concept makes possible a form of normative evatuation
of living things as moembers of their species. This form of evaluation,
mutatis mutandis, may be applicable to evaluation of human beings, includ-
ing evaluations of humaun character traits. The Axiological Species Concept
therctore enables the natural goodness approach. 10 does not, however,
entively justify that approach. Given the pluralist account of species, there
is 1o basis in biology or metaphysics for privileging this species concept
as more “true” ar “real” than other viable species concepts, Nor is there a
basis in biclogy or imetaphysics for privileging the natural goodness evalu-
ations it enables as the madel for moral evaluations (Copp and Sobel 2004).
The justification for modeling ethical evaluations on natural goodness
evaluations must come- from commitments in ethics, not biology. For
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example, the justification can come from an ethical naturalism which
nraintaing that human Aourishing should be understood from an ethologi-
cal perspective (not that of one’s genes or ecosystem), that virtue and vice
and actions (naot bare physiological function-

concern emoltions, desir
ing), and that ethical norms have a certain level of generality (even if
indexed to environment/culture, which natural goodness evaluations
accommodate). Therefore, while it has been established that the natural
goadness approach is nat problematic in virtue of its use of the Axiological
Species Concept or Aristotelian categoricals, and that these provide a natu-
ralistic ground for evaluations of natural goodness, we have not given a
fitll defense of the natural goodness approach as an explanation of moral

evaluation.
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